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REMARKS 

Claims 1-38 are pending, with claims 1 and 20 being independent. Reconsideration and 
allowance of the above-referenced application are respectfully requested in light of the following 
remarks. 

Drawing Objections 

The drawings were objected to under 37 C.F.R. §1 .83(a) as allegedly failing to show 
every feature of the invention specified in claims 1-38. The applicant respectfully submits that 
detailed illustration of the dependent claims is not required for proper understanding of the 
invention. Accordingly, the applicant respectfully requests that this objection be withdrawn. 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because the number for the co-pending application must be 
inserted on page 4 of the application. The applicant has amended the specification to correct this 
informality. 

Section 101 Rejections 

Claims 20-38 stand rejected for allegedly reciting non-statutory inventions under 35 
U.S.C. §101. The applicant respectfiilly disagrees with the examiner's conclusion, but has 
amended claim 20 in order to expedite prosecution of this application. 

Accordingly, claims 20-38 are in condition for allowance. 

Section 102 Rejections 

Claims 1-38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as allegedly being anticipated by 
chapter 3 of "digital Image Processing" by Gonzalez, et al. ("Gonzalez"). 

Claim 1 recites in part, "specifying a second function of the local attribute based on an 
image adjustment depending upon an adjustment parameter; calculating an object function value 
for each of two or more values of the adjustment parameter, each object function value including 
accumulated differences between the first and second function at a plurality of values of the local 
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attribute; and based on the calculated ob ject function values, determining a value of the 
adjustment parameter for adjusting the image ." 

The examiner failed to assert that "determining a value of the adjustment parameter for 
adjusting the image" is disclosed in the relied upon portions of Gonzalez. Rather, the examiner 
merely stated that the adjustment parameter is taught by determination of the transformation 
function in Gonzalez. The applicant respectfully disagrees. Assuming for argument's sake that 
the histogram transformation function G of Gonzalez is equivalent to the second function of 
claim 1 (as the examiner claims it is), G does not determine an adjustment parameter for 
adjusting the image, much less do so based on a calculated object function. 

Accordingly, claim 1 and its dependent claims 2-19 are in condition for allowance. 
Claims 20-38 recite similar limitations and are in condition for allowance for at least the same 
reasons. 



Claims 1 -38 stand rejected imder 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Chang, et al., "Optimal Histogram Matching by Monotone Gray Level Transformation," 
("Chang"), in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,954,549 ("Kraft"). 

Chang discloses an optimal histogram matching by monotone gray level transformation. 
Given two digital pictxires, Fl and F2, Fl is normalized with respect to F2 by modifying the gray 
level histogram of Fl so that it matches that of F2. The examiner argued that the accumulated 
error of Chang is equivalent to the object flmction of claim 1 . Assuming for argument's sake 
that this is true, the accumulated error is not used to determine the value of an adjustment 
parameter for adjusting an image. 

As with Gonzalez, Chang adjusts an image so that its histogram matches that of another 
image. But there is no determination of the value of a parametric adjustment of the image, as 
required by claim 1 . In other words, given any function F{I, p) for modifying an image /, a new 
image /' can be produced: /' = F(J, p), where F depends on a set of parameters p. Neither Chang 
nor Gonzalez describe a parametric image adjustment, much less a method for finding the 
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parameters. While they do describe an image adjustment, it is not a parameterized adjustment. 
There is no free parameter to vary. 

Kraft fails to remedy the deficiencies in Chang. Accordingly, claim 1 and its dependent 
claims 2-19 are in condition for allowance. Claims 20-38 recite similar limitations and are in 

condition for allowance for at least the same reasons. 

Claims 1-38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over 
Irwin King, "Two Adaptive Neural Networks for Image Histogram Processing," ("King"), in 
view of Kraft. 

King describes two adaptive neural networks for image histogram processing. One 
neural network represents a histogram transformation function of an input histogram to a desired 
histogram. A second neural network modifies the transformation function by adaptively 
adjusting gain parameters according to an entropy maximization criterion, which results in image 
contrast enhancement. Kraft discloses a mask-based system for image correction. Kraft is relied 
on by the examiner for the notion of a local attribute. The examiner has failed to point to any 
teaching or suggestion that the masked-based system in Kraft could be combined with the neural 
network-based system of King. Moreover, the relied upon portions of Kraft do not teach how the 
probability distribution function of King (Section 1 of King) could be modified to use a local 
attribute. 

Accordingly, claim 1 and its dependent claims 2-19 are in condition for allowance. 
Claims 20-38 recite similar limitations and are in condition for allowance for at least the same 
reasons. 
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Conclusion 



By responding in the foregoing remarks only to particular positions taken by the 
examiner, the Applicant does not acquiesce with other positions that have not been explicitly 

addressed. In addition, the Applicant's arguments for the patentability of a claim should not be 
understood as implying that no other reasons for the patentability of that claim exist. 

The Applicant respecttully requests that all pending claims be allowed. Please apply any 
charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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